JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.
closest of relations to the veiling which frequently expresses aid6s, it is clear from the passage that Demaratus resents the affront he has received and uses his gesture as a means of communicating the fact that offence has been taken. We shall return to the force of the gesture as a form of retaliation later; for the moment, suffice it to say that, though shame and anger will very likely fuse or co-occur as responses to public humiliation, this use of veiling to express the victim's resentful reaction to a humiliating public affront legitimizes the drawing of a link between veiling and anger. The existence of such a link is in any case unambiguously proved by a passage such as Euripides, Medea 1144-55: the Messenger reports how Glauke's gladness at seeing her new husband turns to anger when she sees that he is accompanied by his children; this is manifested by her drawing her veil before her eyes and turning her face away, and the use of 'anger'-terms leaves the nature of the girl's response in no doubt: The mistress we now honour in your place, before she saw the two children, looked eagerly towards Jason. But then she veiled her eyes and turned her white cheek away, disgusted at the entrance of the children. Your husband tried to assuage the girl's angry temper and said, 'Don't be hostile to your kin; cease your anger and turn round again, regarding as friends whomever your husband does. Accept these gifts and ask your father to grant these children release from their exile, for my sake. ' The use of the gesture of veiling as a response to an affront is also attested in the visual arts, especially in depictions of the anger of Achilles and Ajax at their public humiliation.2 In the case of Achilles, this veiling has literary parallels: Aristophanes (Frogs 911-13) refers to the appearance of a veiled and silent Achilles in a play of Aeschylus,3 and although there was debate already in antiquity as to whether this refers to the angry, But the veiled Achilles has deeper roots than this; true, he does not veil in the Iliad, but he does effect an analogous form of separation by withdrawing from the community of the Achaeans, refusing social interaction and concealing himself from his fellows.5 The element of concealing, the denial of visual communication, strongly suggests that veiling as an expression of anger is comparable to withdrawalDemaratus, we notice, both veils and withdraws. Withdrawal as an expression of anger, of course, is a recurrent poetic theme; it structures the role of Achilles in the Iliad, but also appears in connection with other characters: not only Meleager, who serves as a paradigm for Achilles in Iliad 9,6 but also (in the Iliad) Paris, Aeneas, and (according to Agamemnon) the whole Achaean army, following Achilles' example in an equivalent expression of their anger at the king.' Another prominent application of the theme is in the withdrawal of Demeter in the Homeric Hymn which bears her name, and her case warrants our special attention in that her angry withdrawal, first from other gods, then from mortals, is manifested not only in physical separation but also in veiling:8 at lines 40-2 she exchanges her kredemnon for a kalumma, signifying both her new emotional state and the change which she perceives to have occurred in her status: Bitter pain seized her heart, and she tore the head-binder on her immortal hair with her dear hands, and she cast a dark veil down from both her shoulders. So he spoke. Achos came upon the son of Peleus, and within his shaggy breast his heart pondered in two ways, whether he should draw his sharp sword from beside his thigh, break up the assembly, and slay the son of Atreus, or put a stop to his anger and curb his spirit.
It is not immediately obvious that this involves
There is thus semantic as well as typological or thematic support for the contention that Thetis in Iliad 24 is subject to anger. 13 On the other hand, Thetis' immediate motivation is more readily understood in terms of grief at the imminent loss of her son (she is found mourning his fate at 85-6 when Iris arrives to give her Zeus' message), and this is a notion that achea in 91 could certainly convey. Though achos can signify or imply anger, it need not do so, and indeed in one passage (Iliad 6.335-6) a sharp disjunction is drawn between achos (qua emotional distress, Paris' real reason for withdrawing from battle) and anger (the reason presumed by Hector). If the achea of 24.91 refer to Thetis' grief at the fate of Achilles, then her aids at enforced social communication and her subsequent veiling can be compared to the many cases in which the head is veiled to conceal grief.14 An interpretation in terms of grief, pure and simple, might also be borne out by a number of passages in which achos is presented as a black cloud which engulfs one at the loss of a companion."5 Thetis' dark veil could then be regarded as a transformation of the 'black cloud of grief' motif, illustrating that connection between veils and clouds that is manifest (for example) in the etymology of Latin nubere/nubes. 16 Thus, though there may be (remote and implicit) grounds for anger in the mythological background, the immediate context in Book 24 explicitly and adequately motivates Thetis' veiling as an expression of grief, and so the case of Thetis probably cannot be used to corroborate the link between anger and veiling. This reminds us that, though emotions such as grief, anger, and aid6s can combine as elements in a single overall experience, and though this total emotional experience can be expressed by the gesture of veiling, veiling is not always to be regarded as overdetermined in this way. Close attention to the immediate context and the signals it conveys regarding the eliciting conditions of the emotion is all-important. Yet this instance does not undermine the general argument of this paper, for we certainly have enough in the other passages we have considered to establish that anger, whether singly or in combination, may be one of the emotions expressed by veiling.
Covering the head to express anger is something that we do not do; as such, then, the gesture is culturally specific. The use of veiling as a manifestation of anger must be understood in terms of the regular Greek associations, first, between anger and honour and, second, between honour and the visual: to possess a proper sense of honour (aid6s) is to be aware of how one appears to others, to show others proper regard, and to know when to pursue and when to avoid eye-contact; to lack such a sense (to be anaidis) is to be unconcerned about how one appears to others, to disregard their status, and to initiate or maintain eye-contact in circumstances where one should not." Greek definitions of anger regularly locate it in the concept of honour;1' as an expression of anger, veiling is thus to be seen in the context of a group dynamic in which the norm is mutual acknowledgement of interactants' status; when this norm is violated, the offended party breaks off communication, registering the breakdown in reciprocity by refusing to participate further.
Veiling is not the only way to do this; the same effect can be created, as we have seen, by means of physical withdrawal, as well as by refusal of eye-contact1" and by silence;20 veiling thus belongs with other expressions of anger which involve refusal to communicate with the offending The veiling that expresses anger must be taken closely with other applications of the same gesture. The basic function in all these cases is one of separation: the angry individual withdraws from an interaction or a social context in which his or her status has been challenged. Thus veiling in anger bears comparison with other, less immediately emotional manifestations of veiling, in which the gesture conveys the basic fact of separation from the group. This is the function of veiling in several rites of passage:21 in funerary ritual, the corpse is often veiled, and mourners, too, can be veiled -not only as a spontaneous expression of their grief, but also to emphasize their identification with the deceased and to signify the liminality they share with the not-yet-buried corpse.22 Similar is the use of the veil in wedding ritual, where it serves to illustrate the bride's transition from her old to her new status;23 but perhaps the clearest example of all is the use of veiling in mystic initiation, the practice for which Demeter's veiling in the Iambe-scene of the Hymn is an aition. 24 In all these cases, although specific emotional reactions or attitudes may be in play, separation from one status prior to assumption of another is the basic function of the gesture, and veiling signifies both the separation and the liminality which separation inaugurates; veiling in anger manifests the same fact of separation, the same notion of a previous status having been altered, and the same idea of liminality; as the creation of this liminality in rites of passage dramatizes the crisis of movement from one status to another, so the veiling of the angry individual signals a critical period in that person's interaction with others: the refusal of communication itself communicates a breach in a relationship (and thus a disruption in social identity) which the offending party can either take steps to repair or allow to develop.
As a manifestation of anger, however, veiling also manifests a degree of self-control which is also a feature of the gesture in its association with other emotions, especially in its use as a mark of grief. Plato, Phaedo 117c is a good example: Socrates' companions try to restrain their tears, but after he has drunk the hemlock Phaedo, at least, can do so no longer, but covers his head and weeps, his veiling mitigating the breach of decorum which open lamentation would represent. In a similar fashion, veiling, as in the case of Demaratus, fills the space which might have been occupied by a more violent and uncontrolled outburst of anger, much as Achilles' withdrawal in Iliad 1 is an alternative to his initial impulse to kill Agamemnon on the spot (1.189-221).
In all these ways, veiling as an expression of anger is firmly embedded in cultural forms which, though they may have analogues elsewhere, must be understood first of all in a specifically Hellenic context. These are, perhaps, not the sorts of behaviour that occur most readily to us as typical expressions of anger; yet the phenomena described are rooted in universal features of non-verbal communication with which we are very familiar. Visual contact is of immeasurable importance in interpersonal communication, from earliest infancy onwards: Eibl-Eibesfeldt reports that 70% of the 'verbalizations of American mothers during the initial contact period' immediately after birth referred to their babies' eyes;25 by the age of two month babies are clearly reciprocating visual contact, and at three months they are able to use eye-contact and other visual cues as a means of actively initiating contact.26 Very shortly thereafter (from the age of five months onward) infants begin to use eye-contact to regulate their own arousal in interactions: infants of 5-10 months old exhibit noticeably increased pulse rate on making visual contact with others, especially strangers, and control this by looking away.27 Thus the characteristic ambivalence in human interaction between contact-seeking and contact-avoiding behaviours has its origins in the way that infant makes, withdraws, then re-establishes eye-contact with others. This pattern remains with us for the rest of our lives: it is especially obvious where contact-initiative is accompanied by self-consciousness. 28 We see in these behaviours the roots of our Greek gesture as a means of self-control and expression of self-consciousness. But human ethology is also informative on its specific use as a means of conveying anger. Already at two months old, the infant's active role in interactions is apparent (inter alia) in its use of withdrawal of eye-contact as an emotional lever to 'punish' its mother's 'neglect'.29 This use of rupture of visual communication (visual cut-off, as the ethologists call it) as a strategy of taking offence seems to be universal and instinctive. There are two other ethological factors which should influence the way we think about the Greek use of veiling as an expression of anger. First, the need for regulation of visual communication in personal interaction is just one feature of the care that has to be taken in preserving the dignity of all parties to a (non-aggressive) interaction.30 In conversation, we orient our faces towards our interlocutor; we do not fix them with a stare while we are speaking, but look away intermittently; when another wishes to join the interaction, we admit them by facing them/making visual contact; we include all members of the group by looking at them. And we break off contact in stages, gradually turning away, making as if to leave, easing our departure by means of the parting formulas that Eibl-Eibesfeldt describes as 'verbal gifts' -'Have nice day', 'See you later'.31 Accordingly, abrupt departure or sudden abandonment of communication gives offence:32 the veiling of angered party in Greek culture not only hints at retaliation, it is a form of retaliation, the victim's way of punishing the offender's breach of the rules of interaction.
Another significant factor has to do with role of the eyes and the head in the acknowledgement of status. The role of the visual in statusrecognition is already manifested in terms such as 'regard', 'respect' (and their equivalents in other languages): we reward those whose status we acknowledge with our visual attention. The angry veiler withdraws that visual attention (and thus conveys his or her lack of respect for the offender). But with regard to the acknowledgement of status, the importance of visual attention merges with that of posture and elevation: we talk about being 'highly regarded', and the regulation of hierarchies of dominance and deference through posture, stature, and spatial location is another cross-cultural universal.33 We can narrow this down still further by focusing on role of the head in such situations: inclining the head indicates deference, mitigates any suggestion of threat, and thus eases interaction.34 The gesture of veiling deemphasizes the head (one does not hold a veiled head high): the angry victim of insult clearly does not wish to express deference; but he does wish to advertise his diminished status, to demonstrate the effect of the other's insult, and so the same basic relation between the head, posture, and status comes into play (and the gesture can thus illustrate lack of respect from the offender). But the adoption of a posture that advertises the impairment of one's own status also allows the possibility of reparation (should the offender be so minded); thus there is, after all, an affinity with the appeasement function of the inclined head.
As a means of registering one's loss of status, of refusing communication in order to punish the offender, and yet also of creating room for the offender's reparation the Greek gesture of veiling (and its close analogue, withdrawal) exhibit in a specific form universal features of non-verbal communication. This is true also of the gesture's function as a form of self-control; for all such forms of visual cut-off constitute aggression-blocking responses that contrast markedly with alternative expressions which convey unmediated aggression and escalate the breakdown of the relationship. Such alternatives include threats, abuse, acts of violence, and even killing the offender; but the alternative which is most directly antithetical to our strategy of visual cut-off and thus most relevant to the theme of this paper is the aggressive and threatening use of eye-contact and facial expression (abandoning the normal protocols of ocular interaction) as a means of violating the offender's personal space." For the blazing eyes, fierce looks, scowls, and frowns that are so prominent (for example) in the depiction of anger in the Iliad also constitute universal features of the non-verbal expression of anger.36 Veiling and withdrawal are thus not the only ways of visually communicating anger; they contrast with more confrontational and aggressive forms of visual communication. All such strategies involve a threatened sanction against the offender, but they also carry a risk for the individual who implements the strategy: visual cut-off is a (more or less) passive reaction which stresses one's own victimhood and the other's breach of co-operation; its sanction is the end of the relationship, the loss of the victim as a future co-operative partner; it is in some ways more attractive than the more aggressive strategy, in so far as it leaves a greater number of options open (repair of the breach in the relationship, punishment of the offender by ending the relationship, other forms of retaliation in future)," but the risk it entails is that of isolation and humiliation, should the sanction prove to carry no weight with the offender or if the aggression-blocking response is felt by others to manifest an insufficient degree of self-respect.38 In contrast, the active, aggressive, and less controlled responses threaten physical harm, but at the risk of one's own safety and advantage. 
